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FOREWORD. 


Tlie perusal of a drama named ^§cJiaryach i ud^7i%a7yi by Saktibhadra, lenc *60 me by- 
Mr. K. V. Subrahmanya Aiyar, Assistant Superintendent tor Epigraphy, and its 
similarity with the thirteen Trivandrum plays led me to study the authorship of the 
latter, which, have been hitherto ascribed to Bh&sa, known as one of the oldest and 
most renowned playwrights of India- The present paper is the result of that study, 
which demolishes the structure fondly built by the distinguished discoverer and 
editor of these plays and his followers. 

It is a painful task to destroy the cherished theory of another, but it appeared to 
me that the misleading arguments hitherto advanced in favour of Bliasa's author- 
ship required exposition, and I regret this could not be done without giving promi- 
nence to the destructive method, which is generally unpleasant. I admit the value 
of the contributions which various scholars have made towards the solution of this 
very difficult problem, and I do not claim that my thesis finally settles the question* 
I have merely hinted at the source of these plays with the hope that it will evoke a fur- 
ther analysis of the situation, leading to the discovery of the real author. 

I am extremely grateful to Sir John Marshall, Kt., C.I.E., M.A., Litt. D., IT.S.A., 
Director General of Archaeology in India, whose keen interest for augmenting the cause 
of Oriental learning and kind appreciation of my humble labours have induced him to 
publish this thesis as a memoir in the Archaeological series. I am no less indebted to 
Dr. Sten Konow of Kristiania (OSLO) and to my life-long friend Hai Bahadur 
Hiralal of the Central Provinces, both of whom read over my paper and offered 
valuable criticism which enabled me to revise a part of it so as to strengthen the 
arguments put forward by me. 

HIRA3TANDA SASTBl- 

FjEENHirli, THE NlIiGIBIS *. 

The 8th November 1924. 




BHASA AND THE AUTHORSHIP OF THE 

THIRTEEN TRIVANDRUM PLAYS. 

. 

TN 1912 Mr, Ganapati Sastri of Trivandrum announced the discovery of thirteen 
* plays which were ' neither seen nor heard of before/ He edited them very 
carefully and published them in the Trivandrum Sanskrit Series, which called forth 
high commendation from Sanskrit scholars not only in India but in Europe and Ame- 
rica as well. Although the Mss. mentioned no author, he ascribed them to Bhasa, 
the renowned ancient playwright of India and gave his reasons which satisfied many 
Sanskritists, who accepted his theory, except a few like Dr. Barnett in Europe and Mr. 
BhattansLtha Svami in India. The latter raised a discordant voice, but their oppo- 
sition was lost in the whirlwind of approbation of a novelty, which at once struck the 
imagination rather than the discretion of the discoverer’s followers. Dr. V. S. 
Sukthankar has very recently given an exhaustive bibliography in one of his 
article*- entitled “ Studies m Bhasa ” m the Journal of the Bombay Branch of the 
Royal Asiatic Society , 1 where he has mentioned all that had so far appeared on 
the subject both m favour of and against the view first piopounded by the editor and 
discoverer of the plays. All this time I was myself a believer m the Bhasa theory, 
and it was only this year that my faith was rudely shaken by the perusal of a drama 
name d Jjcharyachudamani, written by iSaktibhadra (said to have been a contem- 
porary of Sankaracharya, the great philosopher of India). This drama, which 
was partly published some years ago at Calicut with a Sanskrit commentary 
and is fairly well known in the Kerala country, exhibited so marked a 
resemblance to some of the thirteen plays which have been attributed to Bhasa that 
I was led to examine the various points raised in support of the Bhasa theory. 
This investigation has convinced me that the theory is impregnated with a defect 
which Sanskritists call ativydpti. It is, therefore, untenable. The question is not 
only important from a literary point of view, but it Jias a special bearing on 
archaeological studies as well. I am, therefore, tempted to traverse what may be 
called a beaten track and place the result of my investigation before scholars with 
the hope that it will tend to remove the delusion that has been working upon us for 
the long period of twelve years. 


‘ 1923-2?, EP 23lfi. 
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At the outset I propose to give a summary of -what has been adduced in favour of 
the Bh&sa theory as the pdrm-palcsha and thereafter to examine it in the light ot my 
study of the whole problem- Mr. Ganapati Sastri’s arguments form the basis and the 
mainstay of this view, the language question and sundry other points being adduced 
as additional supports. His chief reasons are the following : — 

I. All the 13 plays show a close resemblance to one another in the language em- 
ployed and the method of expressing the ideas. 

(a) They, as a rule, begin with the stage direction *I7P. Tf fa ai ffl 

and then introduce the mangala-ilohx or benedictory stanza. 

(b) Instead of the word prastdvand they use the term sthd'pcma. 

(c) The ndtakas, written by Kalidasa and other dramatists of a later date men- 

tion in the prologue, according to the canons of Bharata, the author of 
the play and some of his works in terms of praise. The Trivandrum 
plays do not exhibit this feature. 

(d) The Bharatavahyam or closing sentence in these plays is written in a way 

which is different from that of similar stanzas found in other dramas. 

These facts would show that the author of the Trivandrum plays was one and the 
same, and he lived prior to the writers like Kalidasa, who had to follow certain cano- 
nical injunctions with regard to their compositions, which did not come into force 
during his time. 

II. Vamana, Dandin, Bhamaha and other rhetoricians have quoted these plays 

which, therefore, must have been written prior to the time when these authorities 
flourished. 

III. Tradition ascribes the authorship of a play named Smpnavdsavadattd to 
Bhasa. One of these plays hears that appellation. Therefore, it must be the work of 
BhSsa. Again, as all these plays closely resemble each other, in all probability, they 
were written by one and the same author, that is to say, because one of them, namely 

Smpnavdsavadattd was composed by Bhasa, the rest must have also been written bv 
him. J 


IV. These plays are characterised by an intensity of rasa or sentiment, a marvel- 
lously exquisite flow of language and an all-round grace of poetical elegance such as 
is to be met with in the works of ancient risJm like Valmiki and Vyasa. Therefore, 
their author also was a similar fishi and an ancient writer, who lived long before Kali- 
dasa and other playwrights, when Sanskrit was a spoken language. 

V. The author of these plays has used archaic forms of words which are not in ac- 

***** and are ’ tlierefore ’ «mrayogas or solecisms. 
Notwithstanding this fact, Kalidasa and other standard writers imitated him, adapt- 
ing his language and ideas, for they looked upon him as .a r isH. Therefore, he pre- 
ceded not only these writers but even Panim, the great grammarian. Moreover 
Kalidasa speaks of Bhasa as an ancient writer. Obviously, therefore, the Trivandru^ 
plays, which were composed by Bhasa, must have been written long before Kalidasa. 

from the a Terse 13 foua <* "&ch must be a quotation 

from the Prakjnanat%ka or Prah&dyauyandluirdyana, where it occurs in the fourth 


1 Adhika. 10, Adhy&ya 3. 
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Therefore, the author of this play and, consequently, of the whole series must 
have lived before Kautilya, the great politician of ancient India. 

Dr. F. W. Thomas in his note, which appeared in the Journal 1 of the Royal 
Asiatic Society some two years ago, has supplemented these arguments to some ex- 
tent. His arguments may be summed up like this : — (1) Bhasa is an ancient writer. 
As we learn from authorities like Bana or Rajasekhara, he composed several plays 
(ndtakachakra). One of them was named Swpnavasavadatta. If the Trivandrum play 
of this designation is not the work of Bhasa, the author has " plagiarised” the title. 
The known facts, however, show that this is an impossibility in as much as Sanskrit nd- 
tahas have distinct titles even if they are plagiaristic, e.g., the Mahmataka, the CM- 
rudatta or the MricliGhhakaMM. So in all probability this is the very play which was 
composed by Bhasa himself, (li) The Trivandrum Vasavadatta was in the ninth cen- 
tury a famous play, which was quoted by V&mana in the Kavyalankcvrasutravritti 
A work ot this name is mentioned by Abhinavagupta in his Bharatanatyavedavivpiti 
and in the Dhvanydlokahcham. Yet we are never told that there were two 
famous dramas of this name. This circumstance also would point towards the same 
conclusion, (iii) The Trivandrum plays were famous in the seventh century A. D., 
perhaps even before, as Bhamaha refers to the Pmhjmyaugandharayana. Abhinava- 
gupta names the JDaridracharudatta and Vamana quotes not only the Svapnavdsava- 
dalta, but the Pratijndyaugandhardyana and the Charudatta also. If the author of 
these works is not Bhasa, he is quite unknown. It is hardly likely that he suppressed 
his own name with a view to father his works upon Bhasa. (iv) All these plays are not 
only similar in structure, style and matter worthy of a master-mind, like that of BhSsa, 
but impress us by their freshness and vigour evincing a direct derivation from the ‘epics’. 
This fact combined with the circumstance that a good deal of borrowing from these 
plays is to be seen in the works of Kalidasa would lead to the inference that their author 
lived long before the latter. 

Besides these arguments, much has been made of the Prakrit of these dramas to 
support the Bhasa theory. Dr. Wilhelm Printz in his pamphlet, named Bhasa’ s Prakrit a , 
has worked out this point in detail. So also Drs. Sukthankar and Banerji as well as 
other scholars in their respective contributions. Instances like those of the accusa- 
tive plural masculine in dni found in the edicts of Aioka and the plays of ASvaghosha 
have been elicited from these dramas as unmistakable evidences of their high anti- 
quity. Yet another argument is brought forward in favour of the theory. It is this. 
The first few acts of the famous play called Mrichchhakatika and one of the Trivandrum 
plays, namely CMrudatta , closely resemble each other and are almost identical. Dr. 
Georg Morgenstierne has very carefully worked out this point and brought out all 
the identical passages of these two plays in his Cfber das Verhdltnis zwischen Cdrudatta 
und Mriechakatikd. His comparison leads us to the conclusion, which is rather irre- 
sistible, that one must be the copy of the other. Those who are committed to the 
Bh&sa theory hold that the MjwMtihakapM is only an amplification or adaptation 
of the Charudatta. According to these scholars Kalidasa only borrowed ideas and 


Leipzig 1921. 


1 1922 ; pp. 79-83. 

« Frankfort, A. M. 1921. 
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expressions from some of the Trivandrum plays, but the author of the Mfichchh akct- 
tikd incorporated entire acts of one of these dramas into his work and credited them 
to himself. The MnchchhakatiM is a fairly old nataka. The Ohm udatta which forms 
the basis of it, must be considerably older and so it must be the work ol Bhasa. fur- 
ther, some of the scholars holding this view quote from the Hmshachanta 1 the follow- 
ing verse in support of the theory — 

I 

“ Bhasa gained as much splendour by his plays with introductions spoken by the 
manager, full of various characters, and furnished with startling episodes, as he would 
have done by the erection of temples, created by architects, adorned with several 
stories, and decorated with banners.” 2 

They say that the epithets applied to Bhasa here and in other Sanskrit works can 
be very fittingly used for the author of the Trivandrum plays. Jayadeva in the Pra- 
sannardghava speaks of Bhasa as the “laugh of poetry” (Bhaso hasalj). Vakpati in 
his Gaudavaho calls him " friend of fixe ” ( Jalana-mitte ), on which Dr. A. Borriedale Keith 
seems to lay great stress in his work “ The Sanskrit Drama in its Origin, Develop- 
ment, Theory and Practice ”, which has very recently come out. 3 In the Chapter 
which he has devoted to Bhasa he seems to have merely repeated what has been adduced 
by other scholars in support of the hypothesis without adding anything new, except 
a few rather dogmatic assertions or sweeping remarks against the opponents. To 
him the arguments and evidence brought forward so far to disprove Bhasa's author- 
ship are all inconclusive and inadequate. 

The above arguments have been very recently supplemented by Mr. Gariapati 
Sastri by a contribution to the Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society, whore he claims a 
final triumph for his pet theory (see pp. 668-9 of the October No. for 1924). In that 
note, he extracts some passages from the Bhdvaprakdia and the Sfingdra prakdia, which 
mention the Svapnavdsuvudattd byname and one of them quotes a verse f% 5 OT’ij?r; etc. 
which is actually found in the Trivandrum SvapnanataJca. He is so elaied wilh 
these discoveries that he exclaims “ Had I obtained these before, tl ere v ould not 
have been the slightest discussion over my view that Bhasa was the author ol this 
SvapiavasavadaUci (meaning the Trivandrum SvapnandfaJcam, ). Luckily my opi- 
nion has now been vindicated.” This is, I believe, the sum total of what has been said 
and argued in favour of the Bh&sa theory. 

Let us now see how far these arguments can hold good. The first poiut requir. 
ing consideration is the circumstance that the Trivandrum plays begin with the entry 
of a sutradhara and, therefore, on the authority of Bana, should be attributed to Bhasa. 
This argument will at once lose its force when we find that in Southern India, at least 
there are several ndfakas which similarly begin with the entry of a sulradh&ra or stage- 
director but were certainly not written by Bhasa. One of such works, as was pointed 
out by Dr. Barnet t long ago 4 , is the Dfiattavildsaprahasana, a highly interesting farce 

*1. 16. " “ 

8 Translation by Cowell & Thomas, p. 3, 

3 Oxford, Clarendon Press 1924. 

* J. i2. A. S, 1919, pp, 233-4, 
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which was composed by the Pallava king Mahendravikrama, the son and successor of 
Simhavislmu, who flourished in the first quarter of the 7th century A. X). The second 
play showing the same characteristics is the dch aTyaclruddmaoxi of Saktibhadra, which 
has been mentioned above. The third drama coming under this category is the 
Kaly ai^saicgaridhiJca, of ^Nflakantha. 1 Other dram as showing the &ame feature are 
the T apatisamvar cltui and the SubhddrddJianafi'jaya,^ both of w hi ch were written 
by Kula £ekhara v armman , a Kerala king of about the 11th century A. D. We further 
notice that these dramas use the term stho/pand instead of prastavand. Other in - 
stances will he supplied by the JPadryiaprdblifitalcxL of Suclraka, the Dh'urta vitcisavn - 
vada of Isvaradatta, the TJbJiay&bhisar'iha of Vararuchi, and the J?ddataqZitaha> of 
Syamilaka which have already been published. Moreover, we find that the JL&charya,- 
clmidamnaifii 2 introduces itself with the words® dye Tcinnu Ichalu ma,yv vzjtid / pa , n<ivycigrG 
£a>bda> iva druycvte etc., just as some of the Trivandrum plays do* 4 These facts conclu- 
sively show that it is wrong to draw conclusions from the way in which the prologues 
of some of these plays were written. As some ot the works I have mentioned were 
probably composed in the South, it would appear likely that this was only a daill 
or habit of the dahshindtyas or southerners oi the period- No stress could, 
therefore, be laid on it in the matter of ascribing certain works to a special 
author, in view of different writers having adopted the same mode o± starting 
their plays with the words etc. The view held by Dr. Banerji that it 

was Bhasa who introduced the change for the first tune and, therefore, Ba:na 
characterized his works as begun by a sutoadhcba can hardly commend itself s 
when we remember what "Vi6vanatha has stated about the point m the SdltUya- 
darpana. He says 6 that in ancient manuscripts the nandi verses, like Veddnteshu 8 
etc., are found written after the words nmidyante sutiad/iaoah. This clearly demonstrates 
that it was only a method of writing. Visvanatha must have seen old manuscript 
copies ot the Vihramorvail and other plays where the benedictory verses were 


1 Tho weakness of the aigumoat, I fancy, has keen leeogrused ky Di. Keith who, while levieivrag Dr. Moigens- 
tiemo’s work entitled li Z/ber daa Veihaltnis zwischen Oai zidatta und MnchchaXctiiLa m the Indian A.miqwary* 
( Vol. LI1, 1923, page 60), says that it would oertamly he a non sequitur to conclude that the Tnvandiiun plays axe 
J3ha.ea,’s, simply because they are begun by the G&toadhara. Though he has modified this remaak by sajmg that 
owing to this decidedly noteworthy fact the plays axe eligible to be considered as Bhasa’s, I think the ativyapti 
which I have shown vitiates the argument. 

2 In the third session of the All India Oiienta-I Conference held at Madias two more dramas weio announced 
which display the same features, but were written by oihei authors. They are entitled D&rnaka and Traivi7. ra.ma 

.(see Summary of Papers , page III). 

3 Mr. K. V. Subiafimanya Aiyar tells me that he noticed this similarity more than two years ago and worked it 
out in a paper that has not yet come out. Messrs. A. Krishna Pishaxoti and K. Rama PiBharoti have also recently 
noted it in their article entitled iC Bhasa’s works — are they genuine P '* where they have punted the whole of the 
prologue and announced their intention of bringing out an edition of this interesting play very soon. 

4 The Ubhcty&bhis&nkd of Vararuobi also gives them. 

6 Oh. VI. pp. 279-80, Bombay N. S. 1922 — 

vsr *,w*i*u3* i y 

iraffc ’tot Tfer 

« The first benedictory stanza of the VihranvorvaSi. 
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SabHyadarpaaa, 
p. 279. 


placed after this phrase, or to use the expression of Bana, which began with the sutvo,- 
dlicira. He further says that the insertion of these words after the nandi means that 
the nataka proper would start thenceforth. Thus, according to Visvanatha fwho 
though not very old is yet considered to be an authority on sdhitya), the use of these 
words before or after the nandi becomes immaterial as indicating a peculiarity of any 
particular author. It is true that we are not in possession of the original manuscripts, 
but only of comparatively late copies of these plays, still Visvanatha’s evidence is there > 
and we have no reason to disbelieve it. In this connection it may be remarked that 
nandi is not an absolutely necessary commencement, as some plays start without it. 
Sivarama in his commentary 1 on the Nagananda has expressly said so in the words 
r rffl B K T te r siFSfJtr refarwt. That this is so is illustrated by the play called 
Pradyumnabhyudaya which was composed by King Kavivarman of Quilon, who, 
according to Mr. Ganapati Sastrl, 2 flourished about 1265 A. D. Another instance of this 
kind will be furnished by one of the Trivandrum plays itself, namely, the Charudatta, 
which has no nandi at all. It would appear that the actors had some liberty in chant- 
ing benedictory verses and starting a play. This is, perhaps, what Visvanatha 
meant when he remarked— 

sarastTTrarc ’ttot tyrorararf qreteifrcrr w Wr. mi: 1 

The question of conformity to the Bharata-vakyam I would similarly attribute to prac- 
tice or kiili only. The Trivandrum plays themselves are not uniform in structure 
with regard to the canons laid down in the BharatanatyaSastra. I doubt if the 
author of these dramas was totally unware 3 of this Rostra, judging from the words of 
the vidushaka addressed to the cheti in one of these plays called Avimaraka, though 
Bharata is not named there. 

Nor will the other points raised in this connection such as the omission of the 
author’s name, the description of certain scenes not allowed by Bharata and the ab- 
sence of the Bharata-mkyam help us in upholding the theory. The mention of the 
author or Ms praise in the introduction is what is called prarochana which is meant 
to attract the audience. If an author has to make his reputation, he may not mention 
his name till his fame has been established, or he may be taking some liberty with re- 
gard to these points in not following Bharata for some local reasons, such as the taste 
of the time, etc. In any case these are not the only plays which possess these charac- 
teristics. There are others which have now been published and display simila r features. 
Of the four Blmms mentioned above only the Padataditaka gives the name of the 
author in the stkd'pana, not the rest. I am further supported by another old work that 
has recently been brought to our notice. It is a Prahasana entitled Bhagavadajjuh 
which has lately been published in the pages 4 of the Journal of the Bihar and Orissa Re- 
search Soaety by Professor A. P. Banerji. We are not quite sure of its authorsMp 
or time. According to a stanza found on one of the manuscripts of tMs work in the 
Madras Oriental Manuscripts Library, it is an old composition by a poet called 

1 T. S. S. No. IJX, p. 2. 

8 Introduction to the Pradyumnabhyudaya, p. viii, T. S. S. No. VIIL 

8 Dr. Sten Kcraow thinks that there cannot be any doubt that the author of the Avim&raka knew Bharata* 
a dear reference to his work being found on p. 16 of that play. 

4 Yol. X (1924), Parts I and II, pp. i — siiii 
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Bodh&yana. 1 The Mamandur inscription of Mahendravarman I, a good edition of which 
has recently come out in one of the publications 2 of the Indian Archaeological Depart- 
ment, mentions it, though unfortunately the line where the name occurs is very badly 
mutilated. The name of Vyasa comes before and that of the Mattamlasa shortly after 
it, the intervening aksharas having been obliterated. The Mattavilasaprahasana , 
as already stated, is the work of the accomplished Pallava ruler Mahendravarman. 
Why both these farces should be named rather one after the other, we have now no 
means to ascertain. But it appears to me that the BhagavadajjuJca was an earlier 
composition and the Mattavilasa was modelled after it. The former exposes the pre- 
ceptors of the yoga practices, ridicules the followers of the Sankhya system, the phy- 
sicians and the grammarians of the time as well as the followers of the Buddha. Still, 
its author does not appear to be very severe in his sarcasms, and the persons he has. 
introduced are not so degenerate as they are shown in the latter work, namely, the Mat- 
tavildsa. At any rate the Buddhist monk is not so low as he is in the latter. Sandilya 
of the Bhagavadajjuka praises Buddha specially for his punctilious care of food — 

wtrnT^tffT wl fira’ 

and his behaviour towards the lifeless body of the courtesan, or the words 3 — 

. . . itSTftr msronsnrNTftr 
stotK inrosT tw wtafsgrq i 

cannot reflect creditably on his personal conduct or the followers of the great Tatha- 
gata of that period. But compare him with the Sakyabhikshu of the Mattavilasa , 
who, while extolling the "great teacher” of the age for allowing the bhikshu-sangha 
or community of friars to indulge in various comforts or luxurious ways of life wants 
full liberty with women and wine as well. The former exhibits a little restraint, but; 
the latter does not. This contrast is marked and would show how low the followers 
of the Buddha must have fallen, when the Pallava king wrote his farce. The piece itself 
does not name its author. Nor does it mention the time when it was written. The 
Bodhayana of the manuscripts spoken of above is, for the present, an unknown writer. 
Therefore, to draw any inference regarding his time we have to depend on the internal 
evidence only. The fact that the farce is mentioned in the Mamandur inscription would 
show that it cannot be later than the end of the 6th or the commencement of the 7th 
century of the Christian era, or the time of Mahendravikrama 4 who flourished abouc 

1 Mr. Saras vati of the Madras Epigraphical office was good enough to send me the following tw 3 
verses one of which he found written on a manusonpt of the Bhagavadajjuka and the other on that of its 
oommentaiy in the Oriental Manusoiipts Library at Madras. Both would show that the farce was composed by 
a Ka vi called Bodhayana. In one of these verses it is called pralna or old. They 1 espectively 1 un as follow s 

(1) 1 ire *r: n 

( 2 ) 1 fiwOTyir 11 

Tho name of the commentator, too, seems to be unknown. 

8 Vol. XXIV I. S., South Indian Inscriptions (Texts), VoL IV, No. 136, plate III, line 6. In the transcript 
given here m has been put in place of bh evidently by an oversight. 

3 Page XVI. 

4 , Mr. A. P. Baneiji would take it to the 2nd century A. D. (/. B. 0. B. S., Vol. X, p. 90) but remembering the 
time when the Mattavilasa was written, I doubt if we can lake it back so far on the evidence of “religious animosity” 
or even archaic forms. 

c 2 
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600 to 625 A. D. Further, it would appear that it was in all probability written after 
the Mjichchhakatika. The latter drama like this iarce shows no disrespect towards 
Buddhism, although it is clearly a Brahmanical composition. The names of some of 
the dramatis 'persona? m this farce appear to have been taken from the MriAhchhalca- 
iiJcd. The ajjukd or courtesan m it, tor instance, is called Yasantasena after the heroine 
ot this drama, so albo her servants. 

That the Malta vilct&apmltasctm was written by Mahendravarman is too well 
known to be proved. In any case the Bhaguvadafluka can very well be relegated to 
a period piior to that oi Bana. It begins with the sutradhara and does not mention 
the author either in the introduction or elsewhere. Its introduction is called 
sthdpana and not prastdvana, and it has no general prayer or the Bharata-vakyam, 
such as we see in later dramas. It uses old Prakrit forms as is shown below. In ad- 
dition to all this it has introduced a scene which is not permitted to be staged — I mean 
the death oi the Ajjuka — by Bharata or the rhetoricians who followed his canons. 
Besides this, the ten species oi plays enunciated in this piece are, to some extent, differ- 
ent from those mentioned by these rhetoricians. The Varehamriga and also the 
Vtsrishhkd, as Prof. Banerji has already noticed, do not appear to be known to 
them. Yisvanatha gives Vllupya as one of the eighteen uparupakas or minor dramas 
counting the Nataka and the Praharana among the ten varieties of a rupaka or 
drama. The Bhagavadajjuka names Salldpa along with the Prahasana among the 
ten species which it considers to have com e out of the Nataka and the Praharana 
form oi the drama. This would show that the author of the farce followed the laws of 
dramaturgy, which were somewhat different from those laid down in the current 
Nafyasdstra of Bharata. In other words he followed a different school or system cur- 
rent in his time. That he could not have lived before Bharata is clear from the play 
itself, as I have remarked already. Besides, the non-observance of Bharata’s rules does 
not necessarily indicate that the writer was older than one who observed those rules. 

As to the argument based on the Bharata-vakyam , I might add that the Trivan- 
drum plays are not uniform in this respect. Some of them have colophons or closing 
stanzas which are different irom those m the rest. The so-called Svapnandtaka and 
the Balacharita have imam sdgaraparyantam, etc., the Pratijndyauga/tidhardyana , 
the Avimaraka and the Abhishekandtaka have bhavantvarajaso gavah, etc., with imam- 
ap% maJnm, etc., at the end. Three of these plays, namely, the Karnabhdra , the Chd~ 
rndaita and the play of the “unknown” name have no Bharata-vakyam at all. Besides, 
it is to be observed that the customary or usual phrase with which a Sanskrit nataka 
would close is to be seen in some of these plays. The Bdlacharita, for instance, has 

1 i fqt ^ f trergtrs ^ far i 

*r\?nrRq etc. 

The Avimaraka has — 

wi: - 

J|Tq; etc. 
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and so on, showing that some of these plays have got a Bhatata-vdkya. Here it would 
he interesting to point out that the four B lumas (C/utturbhdni) spoken of above, exhibit 
practically the same feature. The Padmaprdbh italca of Sudraka and the Padatu- 
ditaka of Syamilaka have no Bharatavdkyam. The Dhurtavitasamvada of Isvaiv- 
datta and the Ubhayabhisdrikd of Vararuchi end in stanzas which are not dissimilar 
to some of the concluding verses of the Trivandrum otatalas, for the former has 

WTfrftr 11 

and the latter xftfW TTnfTg TO? WRTOWT H 

Therefore, the arguments adduced to prove that these plays were written before 
the Bliaratandtya&dstra 1 * was composed fall flat on the ground having no toice in them. 

The second argument, which is a apparently, the mainstay of the Bhasa theory 
seems to be the title of one of these plays. Although some of the manuscripts consulted 
by Mr. G-anapati -Sastri gave the name of Svapnanatakam to the drama, yet it was rather 
presumed that the real designation was Svapnavasavadattd. It has now been clearly 
shown that it is so because Bhojadeva in the 11th century and Saradatanaya in the 12th 
century knew this ndtalca by that name. Mr. G-anapati Sastrl in his note which he has 
contributed to the last October number of the Royal Asiatic Society’ s Journal 2 (pp. 668- 
869) feels so jubilant over this discovery of his that he would now dispense with all 
the arguments as unnecessary and consider the question as finally settled. Dr. Thomas 
too has placed much reliance on this designation as noticed before. The futility of 
such a reasoning would be clear, if we remember what Professor Sylvain LAvi has 
stated in his highly interesting article which appeared last year in the Journal 
Asiatique and to which attention has now been drawn by Dr. Barnett in his note in 
the Journal oj the Royal Asiatic Society . 8 Ramackandra and Gunachandra m their 
Ndtyadarpana quote a verse from a Smpnavdsavadattd ascribed by them to Bhasa, 
and describe the situation in which it occurs, “but neither of these can be traced in 
the Trivandrum play. Sagaranandin in his N dtakalakshanamtnakoda quotes a 
passage from a Svapnavasamdattd, which does not agree with the Trivandrum text.” 
Further, as I have shown below and as is recognised by Mr. Ganapati Sasfcri himself, 
Abhinavagupta quotes a verse in his commentary on the Dhmnydloka, namely, Dhvan- 
ydlokalochana from a Smpnavdsavadattd, which is not to be found in the Trivandrum 
ndzaka of that name. It will be too much to expect from imagination that all these 
ancient authors were “grievously mistaken” in attributing their quotations to Bhasa 
or the Smpnavdsavadattd. Obviously therefore, the Trivandrum play cannot be 
the Svapnavasavadattd of Bhasa and there must have been at least two dramas of 
that name. That one and the same name was given by Sanskrit authors to different 
works is demonstrated by the fact that there were at least two Kalyap^saugandhikas 3 * * * * 

i Some, however (see above, p. 13, foot note), hold that Bharata is older and the writer of the Trivandrum 

playa knew his iaalra. If it is so, the arguments based on the prologues or the ooneluding stanzas of these plays 

would be self -contradictory, and the oircumstanoe that these dramas introduce scenes which are not allowed 

by Bharata will only support my view that their writer followed a different sohool or canon. 

* 1924,, p. 666. 

8 Barnett, ibid, p. 656. While correcting the proofs I found that this interesting point has been further investi- 

gated by Drs. V. S. Suktbankar («T. B. B. B. A. S,, 1925, pp. 126 ff) and L. D. Barnett (J. It. A. £., 1925, p. 9 9), 
and Mr. C. R. Dev adhar (Annals of the Bhandarkar Institute, 1924-25, part I, pp. 55 ff.). Dr. E.W. Thomas (J. £. A, 

1925, pp. 100-4) has endeavoured to meet the argument of Prof. IAvi but I do not think has succeeded in doing it. 
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and two Balacharitas. 1 Id this connection it looks interesting to observe that Sakti- 
bhadra, who according to tradition was a contemporary of SankarachSrya the Great, 
composed a " kavya 1 ' which was called Unmadavasavadatta and has not yet been 
found out. The term untnada and svapna are almost synonymous. The name 
« f Ravya ” is applied to both the drisya and imvya compositions. On this consideration 
one is tempted to think of the probable -identity of the Trivandrum play with the 
work of Saktibli adra, especially when he remembers that some of these ndtakas 
admittedly bear more than one appellation and the fact that the manuscripts of the 
AScharijachudamani are found along with those of some of the Trivandrum ndtakas, 
as a reference to the catalogue of manuscripts in the Madras Library would show. 2 

To give some details in regard to what I have stated above, I may refer to 
Sarvananda, an author of about the 12th century A. D., who in his commentary on the 
N dmal ingan u&asana of Amarasimha gives clear evidence of Lhasa’s Smpnavdsava- 
datta being different from the Trivandrum play. This has already been noticed by 
Bhattanatha Svami, 3 who has given a very interesting quotation from a work called 
Tdpasavatsardja in support of this inference. Mr. Ganapati Sastri, too, has recognised 
this evidence. He has, however, tried to explain it away by proposing another read- 
ing. Sarvananda 4 says : — 

wrrct i erfrsft w srrsHnrrsnT^ i 

‘The marriage of Padmavati is an instance of arthabingara or selfish love, but that of 
Yasavadatta as described in the Svapnavasavadatta is a case of kamadrihgara.’ Now, 
the Svapnavasavadatta of the Trivandrum series does not give an account of Vatsaraja’s 
marriage with Yasavadatta. Surely, then, the Svapnavasavadatta referred to by Sar- 
vananda must have been a different work altogether. Here it might he said that 
Abhinavagupta’s mention of the play in the words grfacj WF 
will favour the identification of the Trivandrum drama with the ancient Svapnavusa- 
vadattd for, in the Trivandrum nataka we do find Padmavati sporting with a ball 
although there is not much of hrida in it. But this fact has to he considered 
along with others. The Trivandrum drama could have been written after the 
real Svapnavasavadatta of Bhasa, which is still to be found out. The story being the 
same there could be several versions of it, and an incident might have been described 
in some or all of them. On the other hand, it seems to be pretty certain that 
according to Abhinavagupta himself the Trivandrum play cannot be the Svap- 
navdsavadattd 5 to which he has referred, for it does not contain the quotation which he 
expressly states as taken from the latter. To illustrate the remark made by Ananda- 
vardhana in the Dhvanyaloka that authors sometimes pay more attention to figures 
than to rasa or the sentiment in the composition — 

1 Mr. (J&napati Sastri, Introduction to the Svapnavasavadatta p. xxiv. 

* See Noa. 12492-12493. 

3 Ind. Ant. 1916, pp. 189-195. 

1 T. S. S. No. XXXVIII, p. 1. 147. 

8 In the same way the Baridracharuddtta alluded to by Abhinavagupta may not neoessarily be the Cteru- 
datta o£ tb e Trivandrum aeries. 
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^T^f^nrcnr. he in Ids Dhvanya lohilooh ana 1 quotes tlie SvapnavasavadcUtii as 

*rre% 

? i ^rr trfwr u 

But this verse, as has already been recognised by the editor and other scholars, does not 
occur in the Trivandrum play at all. One would make bold to say that it could not 
have occurred there, as it suits neither the Yasavadatta nor the Padmavati of that 
drama. Apparently, as Bhattanatha Svauil has already remarked, it speaks of love 
which sprang up all at once at the first sight of a lady. Vasavadatta as introduced in 
the Trivandrum play was wedded long before and Padmavati was only offered to Vat- 
saraja, who did not woo her at all. This is shown by the answer which the nurse gave 
to Yasavadatta 2 — 

trrcrar — ^ tjsr ffa srft^r i 

uf^psr H’sf 

f^suri | 

This negative evidence is too strong to be lightly passed over and would go a long way 
to contradict the Bhasa theory. Dr. Thomas in his note, alluded to above, says 
that the verse is found in the K dvy dnusdsunu of Hemachandra, with obviously correct 
opening svanchita. But even in this form it is not to be met with m the play. Were 
it actually found there, I am afraid, that alone would not suffice for proving its author- 
ship by Bhasa. It could have stood there as a mere quotation from the ancient Bhasa 
and as such it would merely show the Trivandrum drama as a later production. 

I may note here that in summarising the purva-paksha I have referred to Mr. Gana~ 
pati Sastri’s new discoveries under No. 6 or miscellaneous arguments, because they 
came to my notice at a late stage. They really form part of the second argument and 
I ought to have dealt with them there. Keeping in view what has already been 
stated by Professor Sylvain L6vi in his learned article " Deux Nouveax Traites de Dm- 
maturgie Indienne ” in the Journal Asiatique 3 referred to above, I really wonder why 
so much importance has been given to the references found in the Bhavapraka&a and 
the iS 'nngara/pmka§a. After all what do these references show ? I doubt if they prove 
anything beyond this, that to the authors of the above-mentioned works, viz., Sara- 
datanaya and Bhojadeva, who according to Mr. Ganapati Sastri, flourished in the 12th 
and 11th centuries A. D. respectively, the Trivandrum play was known, as it is now, 
under the name of Svapnavasavadattci. But how would it follow that the play was 
written by Bhasa or that Bhasa was the author of all the thirteen Trivandrum plays % 

I am glad that Dr. Barnett has already drawn the attention of scholars to Professor 
Levi’s article in his note which appears simultaneously 4 with that of Mr. Ganapati 
Sastrl and I need not dilate on it here. I repeat what I have said above that the 
Natyadarpana of Ramachandra and Gunaehandra and the N ataJcalakshanaratnako^a of 
Sagaranandin make it quite clear that there must have been at least two plays of the 
name of Smpnavdsavadattd. Thus, the one by Bhasa was different from the 
Trivandrum play. To me the ‘adamantine’ rock of Mr. Ganapati Sastri appears to 

l P. 152,3rd Udyoia. 

* P. 23. 

8 Oot.-Deor. 1912-3, pp. 183 ff. I am indebted to Dr. Sten Konow for his kindly dra-wing my attention to this 
important artdole. 

4 P. 666. 
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disintegrate faster tlian Ms old stones. Even without attributing plagiarism to the 
author of the Trivandrum plays one can easily explain the occurrence of identical iloJcas 
in the works of two different authors. Pithy and telling utterances often assume the 
form of subhash itas whose frequent use tends to cause an oblivion of their authors, 
rend ering them a common property, wMch anybody might use as he liked. If the 
renowned Bhasa’s sporadic pieces acquired that merit, it would be no wonder to find 
them repeated in later works. In the matter of characters, too, it is an easy thing for a 
later writer to borrow from an earlier one. Thus the mere coincidence of a few cha- 
racters would not warrant the conclusion that of such works the author was one and the 
same. 

DaridracJidrudutta is no doubt mentioned by AbMnavagupta, but how are we to 
assume the identity of it with the Charudatta of the Trivandrum series, when none 
of the known manuscripts of the play give that name to it ? That Vamana quoted the 
verse /Sarachchhaidnka-ga urem, etc., which occurs in the fourth act of the Trivandrum 
play, or the passage yo bhartripindasya krite na yudhyet, wMch is the fourth pada of a 
certain iloka in the Pratijmyaugandhardyana, or the vers e yasam balir-bhavati, etc., 
which is to be found in the piece called Charudatta and that a part of the stanza 
limpativa tamongdm, 1 etc., occurring in the Balacharita and the Charudatta of the Tri- 
vandrum series, is to be found in the KavyadarSa of Dandin, can only show the priority 
of these works to Yamana or Dandin, of course taking it for granted that these quota- 
tions are from these very works. They cannot demonstrate the authorship of the 
works, as these authorities do not ascribe them to Bhasa Most of these quotations 
are proverbial in nature, and it goes without saying that in ancient India there was a 
large stock of current sentences and stanzas on which different authors could draw 
without incurring the charge of plagiarism. 

In the same way I doubt if any special importance can be given to what Mr. Ganapati 
Sastrl calls Bhamaha's review in the Kavyalankara or Bhamahdlankara. The story _ 
of Yatsaraja has been a very popular theme and several ancient Sanskrit writers 
have written it in their own ways. Bhamaha makes no mention of Bhasa or any 
other kavi, while illustrating the rhetorical blemish called Nyaya-virodha. Why to 
think of a particular poet then 1 The verse — 

tw ^rrfTT *rar fbciT vnr i 

TTjg# W || Bbamahalaakara, IV, 44. 

no doubt has the same meaning, which a sentence in the play named Pratijndyaiir 
yandharayana has, at least partly, 2 but on what grounds are we to suppose that Bha- 
maha was rendering the Prakrit speech into Sanskrit ? Why not think 0 f another 
work wMch gave it in Sanskrit 1 Or let us take ’ it for granted that he had the 
Trivandrum play or its author in view when he said — 

%fairnr 1 

strereftetregreN prefer » iv. 46. 

1 We should remember that this stanza is ascribed either to Vikramaditya or to both Mentha and Vikra- 
maditya but not to Bh&sa in any of the known anthologies. 

1 Eamsaka’s speech, p. 13, rather differs, for it has — 

^ WET ipFT fast, 

*4* frr 1 
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The inference which can be safely drawn under these circumstances is that he must 
e posterior to, if not a contemporary of that author, for contemporary writers are often 
found criticising each other. Bhamaha cannot be so old as some scholars believe him 
to be. I doubt if he can be far removed from Dandin. He might have been his con- 
temporary or lived shortly before him. The Kavyadaria itself would lead us to such an 
inference for, while enunciating the doshas in a composition, it mentions only ten out 
of the eleven named by Bhamaha 1 and does not consider the eleventh to be a dosha 
necessarily, remarking 2 * 4 * that it is difficult to see if it is a blemish at all. There can be 
no doubt that Dandin is criticising Bhamaha unless, of course, both of these rhetori- 
cians took the two verses apartJiam etc., from some older work. Both the works, 
namely , the Kavyalanhara and the K.auy5dctr£a, are inter-connected and must have 
been composed probably about the same time or in the 6th if not the 7th century A.D. 

Mr. Gariapati Sastrl has endeavoured to carry the Trivandrum plays to about the 
4th century B.C. on the supposition that one of them, namely, the Pmtijnayaugandha- 
■fayam, has been quoted by Chanakya in his now well-known work, the Arthaiastra. 
The stanza navarn iaravam, like the other one, ■i.e., yan yajnctrsaftghais-ta'pasa etc., has 
apparently, a proverbial or sententious tenor, and must be regarded as a subhashita 
Chanakya quoted it along with a V edic sentence showing thereby that he regarded 
it as equally authoritative. There is nothing to show that it is not a quotation in the 
Trivandrum play even® if it is taken to be Bhasa’s. Let ns suppose for the sake of 
argument that all these sayings were composed by Bhasa himself. Can their occurrence 
in these works prove that they were written by Bhasa ? 1 doubt if it can. Take 
the case of a work whose author is known to us without any doubt. I mean the farce 
called Mattavilasaprahasam. This contains the verse 1 (with a slight change)— 

to: i 

which, on the authority of Somadeva’s Ya&astilakap was composed by Bhasa. Will 
this fact ascribe the authorship of the farce to Bhasa ? Fortunately, we know its 
author I Let ns take another instance. The sutras of Chanakya 6 contain two aphorisms — 

vtwvm ^ i and 

-j 

*3! >iwi i 


1 IV, 1-2. 

8 m, 125-127. 

8 Hore it will be interest ing to make mention of the important pronouncement made by Mr. 7 amakriaima 
Kavi in the third session of the All-India Oriental Conference at Madias, 1924= (see Summary of papers, page i\), 
that this verse has been identified as a quotation from the Manumit, 

4 P. 7, V. 7. 

B P. Peterson’s 2nd report, p. 46, referred to in the introduction of the SubMshitavali of Vallabhadeva 
Bombay, J3. S. P., p. 82. 

• E. Sh&ma Saatri’s revised '(1919) edition of the Kavtiliyam Arihaiaetmm, p. 433, nos. 361 and 257. 
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One of these is found in the AdckaryacMdamani of Saktihhadra and the other 
in the Charudatta of the Trivandrum series. Possibly they may be quotations from 
the Arthaiasha and analogy would lead us to surmise that the stanza navam iaravam, 
etc., was similarly quoted from the same work. Slight discrepancies in these quotations 
when compared with the published texts are immaterial 1 for, as a rule, such proverbial 
sayings are usually quoted from memory. 2 

The question of similarity in structure may further be examined here to see how 
tar the identity of expressions or words can be relied upon in settling the authorship 
of a work. First, I shall compare the Aicharyachudamani with some of the Trivan- 
drum plays. How it resembles the latter so far as its prelude is concerned I have shown 
above. 

AbJiishelcanataka. A icharyachudama^i. 

Pages 20-21. Act V under identical circumstances has — 


i snug i mgg wnft 

*rmi5r: i Tjtyh i *rf?r- 

3fiT?rf<T ^>TTrf^rT I ^rT JnfHtf: i 

frn^Twr: Trtrf^rr^:: 

(Page 20) 

TTW *T*5 I W ^ xrf?T 

i 

(Page 15) 
rI?T: SfWn 

vwt f^snw: i 

(Page IS) 







Act V. 

mun-srg tfa i 

7rt rrfft5(?nin: i 
Act VI. 

wT hit sngft; i 


® 2^ ^ ° f SM ^ ° f the m00n in botl1 the P^ 8 - 

Sit* feels abashed a. she does in the JUdaryachmmani. 

(Page 23) 

irt wniH ^ ^ 

,n,ni w*ti 

»pr?rr 

^rtm— ’qfr *r*wr m etc. 


sprig ^rTftnit i 

%it— ' * nrt ^nsr^TT w twtt etc. 


1 The mtra »r WTP?: etc., as published by Mr. ShSma j§a a t.T hoc a—, . A * , 

The other sentence in the published text reads mfttf ■» -„L !l2, ' T gaktlbhadra «*«• 

m «nf taw. g^wr ^ i ** ^ *** but m the 0UruAatta stands as 

* In this oouneotiou it will not bo out of nlsoe hr. .. . .. t 
in the Mnir&rUalma, but in the ZtoiorOpambta hhJh^ 8fca ^ fWOT* 4K; etc., is to be found 
the MutaHUkrn to BhartrihariJ ^ *”** Motlbed *° Bbartrihaxh Could we, then, M enbe 
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(Page 21) 

... «rw ^ 

Wtf, aw «■ Wrf*?T w%fw I 

(Page 54) 

^<TT— ...W^T STO wfwr I 
(Page 69) 

^wj-fcarT Tiawrwi etc. 


Act VI. 

Ht ht - 'w^sraat sjw wtenrcwtfr w 
wti, aw n aw a^fw i 

Act V. 

wtat— aarwT wsetct af»a i 


tw: — iai aif^aaTwa etc. 

Act VII. 

— ^nwaaTwa?? i 


(Page 70) 

qnww: — ^rrwawTwaw i 

i wr: trfaaaiais^- *m :— srsw \ ^wt: 
ir^faw i 

«rw»r:— awrsntraan^: i 



(Page 72) 

at^a irrafar 


stash aiaf^a i 


The gam is identical m ideas m both. 

(Page 72) 

Wfa ttssw: arwr: and awt (J are very common words. 


^xa;— wraaifq w Iwwt: etc., etc. 


(Page 75) 


*Tfr: The verse — 

afwarfa war tfw I ww^rrfw anaaft \ 
fww*t ?m frwi atftra: ntfwar. fha: u 

is not dissimilar in idea. 

Act VII. 


arfwr:— i fsR a ija: fnyyqwvifa i ar^:— i far ^ va: fussrgw- 

W-CTfFT i 


^ra:— faraa: trtrrwftr'^Tfa— 
vncaarwR 


wrer:— ftnra: TrwwfrmTfH- 


Act II. 


Ptatijndya u gandharayam and A&haryachudama n i 
Pmtijna°. AicTwrya 0 . 

(Page 18) 

uaftrid— afaw wtaT-wfhrwl 

(M. M. Ganapati Sastrl renders it 1 by wwfanfa and the meaning fits in the speech 
of Sits as well.) 

(Page 62) Act ni - 

mi 

i The root seems to be the same which we find in the Western Panjabi &• in the verse eh j&dUde ghatta 
ke learath JtamaU pal gird mere ghatte phortilni ni of the flfr of W&reshSh, p. 213 (Lahore ed.). 
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(Pages 63, 65) Act VII 

spht ! i 

Closing sentences etc., are similar in both. 

Avim arnica Aicharyachuddma^i 

(Page 13) 

wag srarg vskn: i ^{*n)feqrn ! srag «rqg w*av. 

qvrh i ... Ajf?i5fiwfcT i «nfvgqn: i ^fa?in*rfa i 

PratimdndtaJca and AScharijacliuddma^i 
(Page 85) 

^ftrr- ’ststutt trftfrr5nf% ufr'frmf% i *ft<TT— Tftrnsrrf? uirtrrqTf% 

(Page 86) 

%IT— ^ratftr ^VcTT — 

(Page 87) 

Compare the description of .Tatayu’s beak in both and fa'a^THbFT 
(Page 86) 

i wt tjffiqrrrqi^st: i Tiw—’qTfH rnr ftr ufasraroT: etc. 

(Page 99) 

Defence of Kaikeyi is similar in both — (Act I in the Aicharyachudamani) 

The Trivandrum Svapmvdsavadattd and the Ahharyachudamani 

i. The speech of the sutradhdra in both is rather identical. 

ii. The use of the word qn? in the first stanza of the Trivandrum play and not 
far from about the commencement of the A&charyaclmddmanL 

iii. The Svapnavasavadattd (pp. 1-2) and the AScliaryachudamani (Act VII) 

give uwuf *n*n i 

iv. On page 10 of the former and in Act III of the latter we have — 

srsrqift -to qrf^R^r i *ri%?ioq mnf% i 

and — ti ^ fTOTOTf^T — 'TOT^»T 

*if%7rsor rrsrrFw i 

respectively. 

v. Similarly, qraq^rTT— WT TOffirciT ^ in the one (pp. 27 and 62) and 

rTT — Wt ^ etc. (Act IV) in the other. 

vi. qrew I TOW *P5T: is very common. 

These are a few instances which I have picked up from the play of Saktibhadra 
and some Trivandrum natakas. I am sure more will be found out. Arguing like Mr. 
Ganapati Sastrt, can we not ascribe the Trivandrum plays to Saktibhadra, ignoring for 
argument’s sake the mention of his name in the prologue ? The argument based on 
the merits or the intensity of rasa and the exquisite flow of language in these plays can- 
not prove the authorship of Bhasa, though it can show that their writer was a dra- 
matist of a high order. At the same time one has to remember that the question of 
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the merit of a work is sometimes a matter of opinion as is so very nicely shown in the 
case of Milton, who preferred his Paradise Regained to the Paradise Lost , although 
the latter is usually considered to he far superior to the former. Had it not been so, 
could the immortal Sahuntala or the U ttamramacharita be considered inferior to these 
plays ? The merits for which the Trivandrum dramas are considered as older than, 
Kalidasa have not been pointed out to us. What is stated on the other hand is that 
the author of the Trivandrum dramas has drawn his material directly from the epics 
and there are expressions in those plays which are found in the works of Kalidasa, 
who must have taken them from those plays. It appears that while bringing in such 
an argument the supporters of the Bhasa theory are to a large extent influenced 
by the supposition that these works are Bhasa's and that an ancient work must be of 
great merit. Comparatively modern writers have also drawn their material directly 
from the epics. Indian writers who select mythical or say divine subjects have to 
draw the material from these sources, and for the matter of that we cannot say that 
Kalidasa did not do so. Writers like Kshemendra did the same thing. The author 
of the AScharyacIiudamani , alluded to above, must have done so. Why to talk of these 
old writers ? If I write a piece now and get my material from the Vedas, my compo- 
sition cannot be relegated to the hoary past on that account. This sort of reasoning 
does not carry conviction home. Similarity of ideas or expressions does not necessarily 
indicate indebtedness of one author to another. There is no reason why a person cannot 
argue as does another quite independently. Similar ideas and expressions are no doubt 
found in the works of Kalidasa and these plays, still, it does not stand to reason to say 
that Kalidasa derived them from these works or any other author either out of re- 
spect or otherwise. It is said that Kalidasa has himself praised Bhasa and might have 
used his works as a grateful tribute to his genius. I doubt if it can be considered to be 
a tribute at all, when we remember how Indian poets compare “ borrowing ” to eating 
vdntam. To mention the name of a predecessor in respectful terms does not neces- 
sarily imply borrowing. An original writer will shun such a course and a poet of the 
type of Kalidasa whether he hailed from India, Europe or elsewhere could not have had 
recourse to such a practice. We should not forget at the same time that the priority of 
the Trivandrum pieces to Kalidasa is yet to be established, and one can very well argue 
in the opposite way, viz., that the author of these works was indebted to Kalidasa. 
For my own part I will not attach any great weight to the similarity of this kind in such 
cases. Identical expressions or similar ideas are to be met with in the Vedas and the 
Bible leaving aside the Bamayana and the Iliad, but I doubt if we could go so far as 
to consider the latter to be indebted to the former or vice versa, in any way. While 
human heart remains unaltered it is the brain that develops. This is, I think, the 
reason why a poet who writes from the core of his heart remains ever fresh and 
up-to-date, whatever be hia age. The outpourings of a true heart will not much 
diff er whoever the writer may be. Accordingly, we have to consider the question of 
the age of a work irrespective of sueh resemblances. 

Much capital has been made out of the so-called archaisms or solecisms (drsha- 
prayogas), noticed in the Trivandrum ndtakas. It is said that many archaic forms, 
which are found in these plays and are mostly tabulated in the form of an appen- 
dix attached to the Pratvmcmdtalca, violate the rules of Panini, and. therefore, these 
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natakas must have come into existence before the great grammarian lived. Likewise, 
it is affirmed that the Prakrit of these plays L archaic and, consequently, they must have 
been composed during a very remote antiquity. Some of the defenders of the Bhasa 
theory place these works before, while others after Asvaghosha. Let us now examine 
how far this arg um ent holds good. The occurrence of irregular or apanwlya forms can 
afford no proof of the age of a work. Students of Indian epigraphy are aware of nu- 
merous documents which contain such forms but undoubtedly belong to a very 
late period. Arsha forms are found not only in the Ramdyana or the MahabMmta, 
but in the epics which are certainly not so old ; nay, we find them in the works 1 2 
of Kalidasa as well as other Sanskrit writers. Such forms, we know, have mostly 
been explained by Saianadeva in his very learned work entitled Durghatavritti , a Mal- 
linatka has also endeavoured to justify such formations by bringing them under 
Pamnih rules. Even Mr. Ganapati §astri himself has done so at least in one instance, 
I mean in the use of lyap in grilvya chdparn foirena. 3 We know of cases where writers 
have deliberately flouted Panini. For instance, the locative plural of pwmdn is pumsu 
according to Panini, but Anubhutisvarupacharya in his grammar named Sdrasvatam 
makes it punlcshu. The same is the case with the word viirama which is not unoften 
used for visrama. I need not multiply examples here, when they are so well collected 
in the Durghafavritti. Some of the manuscripts are less scrupulously preserved than 
others and we are not in possession of the original manuscripts of the plays. At times 
wrong forms are used by ignorant copyists and sometimes more familiar forms are sub 
stituted in place of old and unfamiliar ones. We have also to remember that the ex- 
tant books on Prakrit grammar are comparatively late works, and the rules laid down 
in them can only be used with the utmost caution for determining the age of any work 
with their aid. Grammar can very well be considered to be a good criterion for judg- 
ing the age of a composition, but wrong or ungrammatical formations cannot. Poetic 
license is no criterion of age. Nor does it reflect well on the writer. Unless these 
archaic formations noticed in the Trivandrum plays are proved to be in agreement with 
the rules of grammar written before Panini, their occurrence will form no ground for 
testifying to their antiquity, nor will they suffice to prove the authorship of Bh5sa. 
This is how the first part of the argument stands. 

Now let us examine the second on the use of old Prakrit forms. I agree with 
Dr. Barnett in thinking that the Southern tradition presents ndfakas m a condition 
showing Prakrit forms which are more archaic than those found in the Northern 
tradition, let us work out this assertion in detail here. 

Scholars like Printz, 4 * V. Lesny, 6 Y. S. Sukthankar 0 and others opine that the Prak- 
rit used in these plays exhibits old forms which are met with in ancient works both 
inscriptional and literary ; but not'in comparatively late compositions like the works 


1 For example, in Baghuiamid, XIX* 23, and Kumaxasambhava^ 1* 35. 

2 T. S. S. No. VI. 

1 DUtaghafotkacha , T. S. S. No. XXII, p. 59. 

* W. Printz : Bhdsa's Pt&krri (Frankfurt A. M., 1921). 

b CHe Bntunclciungsslwfe des Pr&krits in Bh&sa's Dramen %nd das Zeitalter JBhdsa’e m the Zeitachnft der 
« euUchen Morgenlandischen Gespllschaft } 72 Band* Leipzig, 1918, pp, 203 ff, 

6 American Or. Jour. y 40, 1920, pp. 248 ff. 
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of Kalidasa and others. Therefore, it must be older and, consequently, these plays 
which are partly couched in it must be assigned to a great age, at any rate to the 
early centuries of the Christian era, if not to a still earlier epoch. These are some 
of the archaisms in the Prakrit of these plays as noticed by them. 

i. Amhdam (asmdkam) ; ii. dissa (dri6yct) ; iii. vaam (vayam) ; iv. use of the 
root arh without the svarabhakii or epenthetic vowel ; v. ahaka {aham, later ha\e, 
hage and aham) ; vi. dma as affirmative particle : vii. kaiia {k fill'd, later kadua ) ; 
viii. kissa, kis§a ( kasya but used in ablative sense for kasmat) ; ix. Vim (khaliC ) ; 
x tava ( tctva , later tuha, etc.) ; xi. tuvam {tv am, later tuvam). 

It will look rather strange in the eyes of those scholars if I said that almost all these 
old forms are to be seen in the JLicharyachtiddmani of ^aktibhadxa. I am sorry the 
book has not yet been fully published. 1 I can, therefore, only refer to the pages of the 
copy which I had an occasion to examine. But that will hardly be more useful than 
my assertion that these forms are to be seen in this play as well. 2 * * Should we, then, on 
the strength of this fact, assign the play to the same period to which the Trivandrum 
ndtakas have been ascribed ? Though the date of Saktibhadra is not definitely known, 
still I doubt if any scholar would think of placing him in that period or some centuries 
before the Christian era ! Let us leave him alone for the present till his date is deter- 
mined and see the Prakrit in the works whose authorship and time are known without 
any doubt. I take up the plays which have been published in the very Trivandrum 
series and under the editorship of Mr. Ganapati Sastri himself. In addition to those 
I have just now noted, the chief peculiarities of the Trivandrum plays as far as their 
Prakrit is concerned are® perhaps these : (1) usual dropping of k, g, ch, j, t, d, p, b, v, 
and y between vowels and occasional retention ; (2) occasional change of y into 
/but usual retention of it ; (3) shortening of the vowel and doubling of the consonant 
in evam, etc. ; (4) change of ry into yy in contrast with Kalidasa's changing it into 
//, and so on. If we examine the Prakrit of these plays with that of the Pradyumna- 
bhyudaija* the Subhadrddhananjaya, 5 * * 8 9 the Tapatisammrana , 6 the Nagananda 7 or the 
Mattamldsaprahasana as published in the south we shall find Prakrit forms in them 
which display the same features. The Pradyunrndbhyudaya supplies several instances 
of (1), as do the other plays which I have just named, and I need not refer to them* 
For (2), see Pradyumndbhyudaya, p. 2, Subhadrddhananjaya, pp. 60, 70, Tapatisam- 
varana, pp. 36, 14, 33, 67, Nagananda, p. 13, Mattavildsa 0 , pp. 1, 3, etc. For (3) com- 


1 For manuscripts of this play see the Descriptive Oatalojue of the Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Qovt. Oriental 
Manuscripts Library , Madras , pp. 8380-82. It is particularly noteworthy that the manuscripts ot this play 
are found along with some of those of the 13 Trivandrum plays as has been noted above. 

2 Archaic forms are used especially in the speech of Surpanakha and also Slta. In addition to amLlam 

we have tumMnarh and tumhehi. The play gives arhadi and uses aham itself sevei&i times in the speech of 

Surpanakha and Sits. One of the supporters of the Bhasa theory, namely, M. M. Haraprasad Shastu (see 

Introduction to the PraAirndinMaka), says that this word dma is nevei used by later poets but is found only in old 
Pali. This affirmative partiole aob only ooours m the A4charyachHddmani 9 but other plays as well, as I 

have shown below. Besides, is it not the very particle which we hear in Tamil every day ? The play gives tuvam 

and also tumcm, The two forms vaam and Jcaria 1 have not seen m the Aicharyachudd^nani^ but similar 
forms occur in the SiibhadrddhanaHjaya and the Tapafmmvarana etc. as shown in the sequel, 

8 A. Banerji SSstri, J . B. A , S, t 192 1, p. 372. 

* T. S. S. No. VJXL 

9 T. S. S. No. XI. 


6 T. S. S, No. XIJ? 

7 t. a a No lix 
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pare Pradyumnd? , pp. 10 and 33. Subhadrd 0 , pp. 15, 145, Tapati?, pp. 14, 61, Nagd° , pp. 
24,24. 28, 71, etc., and Mattap?, p. 2. For (4) see Pradyumnd?, p. 13, Subhadrd?, 
p. 70. Tapati?, p. 3, Nngd°, p. 13, and Matta°, pp. 1, 3. 

Some other old forms m these plays may also be mentioned lieie. For Jehu see Pra- 
dyumnd 0 , pp. 10, 11, 24 .Subhadrd 0 , pp. 63, 170, etc., Tapatl 0 , pp. 8, 33, 39, etc., Ndgd 0 , 
pp. 24, 34, etc., and Malta °, pp. 2, 6, 9, etc. For forms like Jcissa see Subhadta?, pp. 17, 
63, 83, 97, 131, 1 35, Tapati 0 . pp. 9, 47, 74, etc., Naga?, pp. 66, 71, 88, and Matta 0 , p. 27. 
For dma see Piadyumna? , p. 33, Subhadrd °, p. 57, Tapati?, p. 104, etc. For amhdam see 
Subhadia °, pp. 33, 34. Matta 0 , pp. 9, 19, 24. For forms like Jcana see Tapati?, pp. 42, 
8, 103, Subhadid °, p. 168. Naga° , pp. 88,124. For mhi see Subhadrd 0 , p. 34 ; Ndgd° } 
p. 80, Matta 0 , p. 28. For aJiam and ahalce see Pradyumnd?, p. 3, Tapati?, pp. 8, 55, 
143, Naga?, p. 71. 

1 may go on multiplying instances, but the result will be the same. The occur- 
rence of these forms will not prove that these works, too, should be relegated to such 
a high antiquity 1 . They were all written after Kalidasa, whatever be their exact date. 

Yet another work may be put up to show the hollowness of this argument. It 
is the Bhagaiadajgulca which has been referred to above. Here, too, we observe similar 
old Prakrit foims. To mention a few of the typical ones as selected by some of the sup - 
porters of the Bhasa theory. This piece uses both amhdam and amhanam. The 
former form occurs m the speech of the Vaidya who went to treat the courtesan (page 
xxii) and the latter in that of Sandilya (p. iiii). So also tuvam (p. viii) and tumam 
(p. xvi) andA issa used in the seme of kasmat (p. iv). Khu is usually put for Jchalu with- 
out reduplication. The play gives tava and tuvam for the later forms tujjha or turnha 
u>nd luman as at pages v, and viii, and employs both mm (p. v) and evvam (p. viii). Like- 
wise we have aham for ahakarii and ahalce, and so on. Both old and later forms ar© 
used in this work, still it cannot be relegated to the epoch to which the Trivandrum 
plays are ascribed by most of the adherents of the Bhasa theory. 

A special notice appears to be called for regarding the use of some accusative plurals 
] n ani belonging to n-stems on which Dr. Thomas 8 has laid so much stress. I need 
only refer to the note of Dr. L. D. Barnett in the October (1924) issue of the Journal 
of the Royal Asiatic Society 3 without recapitulating what he has stated there. Forms 
like Jcusmndni or devani occurring in certain compositions cannot prove that the latter 
were written before or about the time of Asoka, for they are to be met with in the works 
which were decidedly written later. I have already shown in connection with the us e 
of other foims how unsafe it is to adduce them as evidences of great age. All thes i 
ndtaJcas, leaving aside, for the present, the Bhagavadajjuka, were written after 
Kalidasa, whatever their exact date may be. Their Prakrit also contains earlier or 
archaic forms but they are comparatively late compositions. Therefore, to assign the 
Trivandrum natakas to such a high antiquity as the 3rd or 4th century B.C. to 3rd or 
4th century A. D. on the evidence of some old Prakrit 4 formations would be unreason- 

* Cf Barnett, J. B A. , 1921, pp. 587-9. 

* Ibid 1924. p. 449 f. 

» p. 665. 

1 Dr. Sukthankar in his very informins; no tea wtnch he has recently contribute! to the Journal of the Bombay 
Branch of the Royal -liaise Society (1925, April issue), has, I now find, thoroughly mrnmiiWl the whole cf the 
Prakiit question, and appeals to have admitted (page 132), quite in a genuine scholarly spirit, I would say, that m 
this respeot, at least, his expectations have not been realised. 
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able. Thus, the argument based on the archaic forms of Sanskrit as well as Prakrit 
also falls to the ground. 

After examining these main points so often adduced in favour of the Bhasa 
theory, let us now consider another important assertion in this connection. The de- 
fenders of this theory hold that the Mrich chhakat iha depends on the Trivandrum play 
named Chdrudatta and is only an amplification of it. They seem to have taken it lor 
granted that it is so. One would wonder if they are led to this belief by the consider- 
ation of the small size o± the Chdrudatta as compared with that of the MrichchhaJca 
tiled . That both these plays are connected with each other cannot be denied. The four 
acts ol which the Trivandrum play consists are practically identical with the first few 
acts of the MrichchhaTcatlJcd, TheTe can be no doubt that the author of the one has 
copied or taken them from the other. The Chdrudatta is believed to be the source, 
and to make the author of the Mrzclichhalcatikd the borrower, it is affirmed that the 
Trivandrum edition of the Chdrudatta presents only an incomplete text of the play, 
the continuation 1 of which still lies hidden somewhere, possibly in the south. It is 
further declared that some of the incidents mentioned in the MfickchhalcatiJcd are not 
connected with the real plot and are to be treated as mere cumbersome narratives. 
This practically means that the author of the Mrichchliakatilcd quietly incorporated 
the whole of the play or the four acts of it ascribing the same to himself. The first 
question which a curious mind would ask in such a case would be how is it that a poet 
who was capable of composing six more acts failed to re-WTite in his own words the 
first four acts of the play. One would further ask if there is a parallel case in the world 
showing a plagiarism of this sort . 2 We know of sayings like Kavir-vardarb samainute „ 
but cannot forget what Bhamaha has said 8 — 

¥ •‘<^1 ^TTf^T ! II 

Poets or poetasters may borrow consciously or unconsciously from other writers, 
but they would hesitate to insert bodily the work of another in their own compositions, 
if they are worth the name, for they can express the story or the ideas in their own words 
as far as possible. In the Mrichchhakatikd, however, there is no anyoktamiuada or 
translation, but wholesale incorporation. The prologue of this play speaks of the 
author in terms of high praise for, it says that he was the foremost of Vedic scholars 
and a pious man. Could tapas allow of such acts ? Well, it may be said that he did 
not plagiarise, but, as Dr. Charpentier has stated in his note on the Hindu drama , 4 only 
added the last five anlcas , or at least the greater part of them ^exhibiting the efficacy 
of righteous conduct, villainy of law, the temperament of the wicked and the inevitable- 

x x> r . Sukthankar^ in his article in the Journal of the Mythic Society of Bangalore* Vol. IX, 1919, pp. 188 S., 
has worked out this point a* some length and tried to show that the Chdrudatta is an incomplete play, and so 

it is ! 

a Here i ^ reminded of Washington Irving's reverie given in his Sketch Book regarding the art of hook, 
making. Axe we to think that, as Bh&sa’s works were unknown at the time, the writer of the Mrichchhakatik^ ap- 
propriated his work to himself with no fear of detection T 

8 See Introduction to PratimAnAtoka, p. xvi. 

• J. B. A. S. 1923* 99, 602, 6. 
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ness of fate.’' In support of guesses like these it is added that a courteous poet, wh° 
would not accuse king Sudxnka of plagiarism — a thing scarcely consistent with the 
high praise bestowed upon him — could, perhaps, not tell us in a clearer way what did, 
in reality, belong to him and what did not. If it were a fact, the case would be an uni- 
que one ! Authors, as far as I am aware, have continued the works of other writers, 
but have not appropriated them to themselves. The Kadambari and the Dasakumd- 
racharita were in all probability continued only in the name of the original authors. 
That the Charudatta is only a part of a “fuller” work from which it has been culled 
out will become clear if we examine it closely and compare it with the Mrichclihaka- 
pika. It has no nandi nor a Bharatavakyam. Besides, we do not find in it the words 
like ayi hinnu Tchalu, etc,, which form the chief characteristics of the Trivandrum plays. 
In construction it does not seem to be identical -with the rest. On what grounds then 
has it been ascribed to Bhasa ? The circumstance that a manuscript of the piece was 
found along with the other plays cannot prove it, though, apparently, it has gone a 
long way to influence the view. In my opinion the Charudatta and the Mrichchha- 
Jcatika are not different works, and the former is only a part of the latter just as the 
Mantranka-ndtaka 1 is a part of the Pratijnayaugandhardyana of this very series 
although the Chakyars consider it to be a distinct drama. Differences to be noticed 
in it are rather immaterial, and are attributable to local causes. I would call the 
Charudatta a different recension of the first few acts of the Mrichchhakatika. To 
write down the name of the hero and the heroine or call them nayaka and ganika 
matters little, as far as the actual representation on the stage is concerned. Sometimes, 
as in the case of Jimutavahana in the Nagananda, only Nayaka is put down in place 
of the name of the hero. The difference in the names of Sarvilaka and Sajjalaka does 
not count for much. It is not impossible that the change is due to an error on the 
part of some copyist. The omission of the servants’ names (Earnapuraka and Radanika) 
makes no difference at all. £udraka as a playwright or rather fcavi must have been 
very popular in the south. In the sthapana of the Tapatisamvarana of Kula6ekha- 
ravarman he is named first of all the mahakams as ayyaSuddaa-Kalidasa-Harisa- 
Dandi-ppamuhdnam mahakainam annadamasya, etc. The Mrichchhakatika, is 
undoubtedly one of the best nafakas we know of. Naturally it must have been 
selected for the stage. The whole being a long piece, only a part of it was selected 
for occasional performances. That the Mrichchhakatika was tampered with we are 
quite certain. On the authority of an ancient commentary, Wilson pointed out long 
ago that from the words esd ajja Chdludattassa to the remark dishtya jwita-suhridvarga 
aryah of Sarvilaka in the last act of this drama the whole text was incorporated by 
Nilakaptha. 2 That this is eo is borne out by the verse — 

^ otto i 



which, as interpreted by Professor Sylvain L4vi, would account for the interpolation also. 
The original author was anxious to see his drama staged fully before the sun had risen, 

1 Of. M. M. Q&napati §*6trt Prat*mo°. Introduction, p. XI. 

* This was noted by me long agoinmy notes on the MrichcMnhatiM (N. 8. Press, Bombay, 1002, pages 118- 
120)* Dr, MorgenBtiera© has algo noticed it reoentJjy in work referred to above. 
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but Nil aka nth a was anxious to bring about a happy union of all the dramatis personcu. 
Likewise, the person who culled the Ghdrudatta from the Mfichchhakatikd had to see 
that it would be acted at such and such time and during such an interval. Therefore, 
he selected that part alone which to all purposes was complete in itself. The heroine 
starts to meet her lover and with this act the first part of the story would ter min ate. 
Both the lover 8 felt diffident, one because of his poverty and the other on account of 
her low status. Despite all this, their desire is accomplished ; one goes to meet the 
other who has got the news and is ready to receive her. Even in the Mfichchhalca- 
tika what follows Vasautasena’s starting is the tediously interrupting conversation 
she had with the vita and an ordinary exchange of a few sentences after which the lovers 
retired. That the Mfichchhakatikd has undergone a change we have just now seen. 
The probability, then, would be that it has got scenes which were added afterwards 
“to secure 1 to the play a greater popularity with the public.” Perhaps, the whole of 
the gamblers’ scene in the second act and certainly the scene showing Dhuta insisting 
on self-immolation in the tenth act are instances of such interpolations. The Chd' 
rudatta was in all probability taken out when the play Was perhaps free from such 
interpolations. This is, possibly, the reason why we notice some difference in the quota- 
tions by Vamana in the Kavyalankarasutravritti. One of these quotations is found in 
both the Ghdrudatta and the Mrichchhakatikd, though it agrees rather with the version 
of the former. The other quotation is found in the Mrichchhakatikd only, for the 
Charudatta does not contain the gamblers’ scene at all. In the same way if a quota- 
tion is taken from the episode of Dhuta in the last act of the Mrichchhakatikd, we will 
not find it in any of the copies of the drama written before Nilakantha, who was 
responsible for the above noted interpolation. All the same the Mrichchhakatikd 
will be there. 

Here we should remember that Vamana has referred to Sudraka as the author 
of the Mrichchhalcatikd 2 and has quoted from his work. While saying — 



i 


he does not refer to Bhasa. Had a work of Bhasa, as the Ghdrudatta -s 


supposed to be, existed in his time, in all probability he would have refer- 
red to it in preference to that of Sudraka, for it was original. But he has not. This 
fact will indicate that, at the time Vamana lived, the writer of the Mrichchhaka- 


fikd was regarded to be an original writer and not a plagiarist. I am not here concerned 
with the question of the authorship 3 of this prakaram. What I say in this connection 
is that the piece called Ghdrudatta need not he the work of a writer who is differ- 
ent from that of the Mfichchhakatikd on the reasons so far advanced, nor can Bhasa 
be its author. That the story did not end with the fourth act of the Ghdrudatta 

1 Dr. Charpentier, J. R, A, S. 9 1923, p. 602. 


2 Bha^tanatha Svarni ; Indian Antiquary 1918, pp. 189 if. 

3 I believe in the South Indian origin of the MfichchhakaHIca and that Sudraka was possibly a southerner 
Still, I do not think that he could be a Raja Komafi. The tradition connecting him with the Konu4i caste does 
not appear to be very trustworthy. The Kanyahdpw&na where it is recorded and which is considered to be the 
chief work of the Komafis is not an ancient work. It probably belongs to the 10th or the 11th century A.D. and 
the Vishftuvardhana connected with it was, apparently, the Choja king Rajendra, the patron of Nannayabhat$a, 
the author of the Telugu BMratam who Nourished about the 11th century A. D. In this connection see 
Or. Oharpentier’s note “ The author and date of the Mfidhcfihahatibd^f in J. R. A. S. 1923, pp. 593 ff. 
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seems to be certain. It is equally so, tliat it continued in the MrichcMaJcatika. To 
think of the existence of a continuation of the Charudatta in some manuscript which, 
is lying hidden somewhere, as some ot these scholars do, seems to be unnecessary 
and futile. 

Dr. Keith in his review of Dr. Morgenstierne's work, referred to above, seems to 
favour the view that the Mrich ch ha ka t ikd represents a working over of the Charudat - 
ta 1 and that the Charudatta is not a shortened version of it. He goes a step further 
and says that Bhasa probably left his work, namely Charudatta, incomplete, and 
some unknown author who worked it up in the form of the Mrichchhakatikd found 
out a device of ascribing the work to Sudraka to secure for it a measure of attention 
which would not have been accorded to it, had it appeared under his true name. Does 
not the learned Doctor while making this conjecture “ demand too much from proba- 
bility”? Apparently, this speculation is based on the belief that Sudraka as the author 
of the play had no historical reality. It is true that the figure of fSudraka in Sanskrit 
literature has a legendary character, but does it follow that the Sudraka of the Mri- 
chchhakatikd must also be a mythical person ? On the other hand, the way in which 
he is described would show that he must have been an historical character of flesh 
and bones, :t who suffered from diseases like catarrh and was cured by the mercy of 
Siva.” His identity, however, has not yet been established. 

To think of some unknown writer who “worked up” the Charudatta and ascribed 
the whole piece to a mythical ruler is to demand too much from imagination. It does 
not carry conviction home. There is hardly any necessity of creating further myths 
to show the high standard of self-abnegation. That the author of the Mfichchhakatikd 
was a writer of a very high order is proved by the play itself. In fact, it is the latter 
portion where the author is found in his full vigour and which makes him a dramatist 
of an uncommon genius. It is there that the master-piece of the play, namely, Sams- 
th&naka is fully delineated and the action fully developed. If comparison is to be 
drawn, this portion, it seems to me, is far superior to the first four acts which make up 
the Charudatta, even if we take it for granted that they were composed by the an- 
cient Bhasa himself. Why would such a writer think of merging his personality into 
that of a fabulous or semi-mythical individual as &udraka ? Why did he not, if he 
was a selfless writer, ascribe the work to Bhasa himself ? The name of Bhasa would 
have secured greater fame and more attention than that of fSudraka if that alone was 
the object. There is no reason why we should disbelieve the statement made in the 
prologue as to its authorship. While putting forth such assumptions, we take it for 
granted that the Chdndatta was written by the ancient Bhasa and that as the Mfich _ 
chhakatikd came afterwards, it must have been based on it. We are influ enced, I am 
afraid, by this supposition. If we consider the Trivandrum plays irrespective of the 
Bhasa theory, it will, I make bold to say, at once appear to be a part of the fuller play, 
i.e., the Mfichchhakatikd and neither a shortened version nor a basis of it. This view 
will obviate the vain hope expressed by some of the supporters of the Bhasa theory, 
that the continuation of the Trivandrum play will 8 come out some day and support 
their hypothesis. 

“ 1 Tnd. Ant., 1028, pp. 39-00. 

1 There is no need of testing the points brought forward to show that the Charudatta ia an incomplete play 
for 1 admit that it is no aa omr'pared with the Mnchchhukatikd of which it ia only a part. 
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As to the question who patronised, the author of the Trivandrum plays, I doubt 
if it can be finally solved under the existing circumstances. That there was some royal 
patron of the poet cannot be denied. Had there been none the use of the word JR a. jet - 
sirhha in the concluding stanza would become useless. Rajasimha seems to be the 
surname or an epithet of the king who patronised the author. The term is 1 * * such 
as can be very appropriately used for any ruler. The same is the case with the word 
Raja of the DJimtavitasamvada of Isvaradatta and Narendra of the ZJbhayablrisa- 
T'olca of Yararuchi, alluded to above. Scholars differ as to the identity of the Rajasimha 
whom the author of the plays had in mind. Dr. Barnett finds the PUndya Ter-maran 
Rajasimha I, while Dr. Sten Konow recognises the Western Kshatrapa named Rudra- 
simha (Oir . 181-196 A.D.) in him. Possibly, there were two patrons. One was called 
Rajasimha and the other Upendra, for both these terms occur in the conclu ding verses. 
It is not impossible that these epithets are meant for the two Pallava chiefs, namely, 
Simhavishnu (Cir . 590 A. D.) and Narasimhavarman Rajasimha I (Cir. 646 A. D.). 
The Mattavildsaprahasana was composed by a Pallava king and closely resembles these 
plays. It does not appear to be unreasonable to assume that these plays, too, wer e 
written under similar conditions. The stanza — 

w: sMf imT^j i a 

would rather countenance such a hypothesis. But, as Dr. Keith has already remarked, 
such identifications ought to be treated as mere guesses, and nothing more. The 
identity will remain obscure, for the author himself wanted to keep it so, otherwise he 
would have given us the proper name of the patron. Here, I think, it will not be out of 
place to consider what Mr. K. P. J ayaswal has thought of this patron and the age of 
the plays. His opinion is based on the idea of “ one umbrella empire extending from 
the Himalayas to the Vindhyas and up to the ocean 55 found in these plays in verses like 
imdih sagara-paryantdm, z etc. He thinks that such ideas cannot go back further 
than the days of Chandragupta Maurya and could not be remembered later than the 
rise of the Andkrabhrityas or the Kushanas. Such a conception, he opines, must refer 
to a period somewhere between 325 B. C. and the end of the 1st century B. C. In sup- 
port of this opinion, he adduces the words “our sovereign”, "sovereign lion” and the 
terms Upendra and Narayana used in these plays. In the latter name he recognises 
the Kanva-Narayana. 4 A glance at the passage in the Dutavakyam, on which so much 
reliance is placed, will show that there is no mention of the “ Barhadrathas” at all, the 
person intended being Jarasandha, the son of Brihadratha. If Narayana or Upendra 
were the patron, the vilification by Duryodhana will be out of place, for no patron 
will tolerate his being rebuked in any garb. The words Upendra and Narayana do 

1 A somewhat similar case is represented by the Dhurtavifasamvada of Isvaradatta, which has already been pub- 
lished. In the concluding stanza of this Bh&wt, which is likewise not a Bharatavdlcyam, we find trr§ 

xjm Curiously enough like the Trivandrum S vapnavdsavadaM this pieoe also, as has been stated 

by the editors Messrs. Kamakp^hna and Rfiman&th, in the introduction to the Chaturbhclrii, ia mentioned by 
Bhojadeiain his Sfifigdrapralafa. 

1 Avimdraha . 

8 See footnote above where we have S&garamehhcd&m instead. 

* T. s. S. No. xxn, p. 30. 




23 


BHASA AND THE AUTHORSHIP OP THE THIRTEEN TRIVANDRUM PLAYS. 


not refer to any mortal, but the chief god of the Hindu triad, as the benedictory stanzas 
in some of these plays, e.g., the Urubhanga or the Madhyamavyayoga will clearly show. 
No reliance can be placed on ideas like “one umbrella rule”, for they are little less than 
poetic embellishments. Students of Indian epigraphy and numismatics know that 
oven ordinary petty chieftains are very often described as overlords and emperors of 
the world j| »U ^ in charters as well as coins. Such 

expressions need not be taken in a literal sense. In the same way, it seems to me, 
the mention, in these plays, of an empire bounded by the Himavat and the Vindhya 
need not necessarily show a political orientation. To reason from the known to the 
unknown we may take a few of the South Indian kings. Venkata I is described as rul- 
ing over the whole earth from the Setu to the Himavat . 1 Some of the Pandya kings 
are 2 said to have engraved the pair of fish on the topmost rock of the lord of mountains 
or the Himalaya. Sundara-Pandya is said to have conquered Kohkana, Kosala, Ma- 
gadha, Kalihga and above all China 3 also. Why multiply instances. These expres- 
sions are not to be taken very seriously. Even if we do, the case of Rajendra Choja 
would show that such expressions could well be applied to a southerner also, after keep- 
ing a margin for a poet’s hyperboles. Besides, we have to remember that if an author 
from the south wants to describe an ancient event which took place in the north or has 
to praise his patron in the north, he will naturally keep himself within the limits of the 
north. A good geographer from the south, who is conversant with the past history 
of India, or who is well versed in the epics and other literature of the country, can 
very well describe events which took place long before he was born. Bearing all this 
in mind, I do not consider it necessary to think of any special empire of the Mauryas, 
the Kushanas, the Guptas, or others. Nor does it appear to be necessary to think 
of the royal statues discovered at Mathura, while reading of the Pratimagriha or Val- 
halla m the Pratimanataka lor, in the south itself there must have been such grihas 
in olden days. This may very reasonably be surmised from the portrait statues, which 
are still to be seen at Mahabalipuram or the Seven Pagodas. The Varaha cave there 
has got a seated figure of Simhavishnu flanked by his queens on one side and the stand- 
ing figure of hife son Mahendravarman and his queens on the other. That they are the 
p rtrait figures (pratimas) of the Pallava kings of these names is indubitably proved 
by the labels so clearly written above them in the old Pallava-grantha characters which 
lead 4 Sn-Simhavinnu-Pottddhirdjan and tfn-Mahemtra-Pottadhirajan, respectively. 
A writer from the south, who knows of such pratimas, or one might say — pratimdgfi. 
has — in his own province, need not think of the portrait statues of the Kushanas, the 
Saisunagas or other dynasties. Thus, we see that the argument of the pratimagTihas 
caonot counteract the proposition that the Pratimanataka was written in or after 
the sixth century of the Christian era by a South Indian writer. That he was ac- 
quainted with the Mathura country will not make the author a mdthura or for the 
matter of that, a northerner. That the Pratimanataka cannot be such an old work as 
the followers of the Bhasa theory take it to be, we shall see presently. 


1 See Padmaneri or Vellaftgudi grants, Ep. Ind . Vol. XVI, pp. 291 ff. 

8 See Vejvikudi grant of Nedufijfujaiyan, Ep m Ind, Vol. XVII, pp. SQ1 

8 South Indian Inscriptions , Vol. IV, p. 108, No. 872. 

4 Annual Report on South Indian Epigraphy, Madras {1922-28), >. 94. 




BHASA AND THE AUTHORSHIP OP THE THIRTEEN TRIVANDRUM PLAYS. 27 

There are some other minor arguments raised in support of the Bhasa theory 
which may be examined here briefly. Some scholars are of opinion that the Trivan 
drum plays make mention of an observatory at Ujjain, the Venuvana, the Nagavana, 
the old Raj agriha and Pataliputra when it was just founded and, therefore, must be very 
old. I doubt if any importance can be attached to such an argument. One may write 
a book to-day mentioning all these places in a similar manner, yet, I wonder if we will 
ascribe such a work to a hoary antiquity on that account. The traditional epithetal 
of Bhasa like Jala'ya-mitte, "friend of fire” Bhaso hdsah "lau gh of poetry” and pur ana 
“the ancient”, cannot prove that Bhasa was the author of the Trivandrum plays. These 
can be applied to other writers as well. Bhasa alone is not the friend of fire. j§akti- 
bhadra has introduced fire into his play. So also Sriharsha. The tradition making 
Bhasa the friend of fire is preserved in the Prithmrdjavijaya . a In that case Bhasa would 
become the writer of the Svapnavdsavadattd as well as the F ishn udharmottara , 3 in that 
both these works were regarded to be of exceptional merit and believed to have with- 
stood the ordeal of fire . 4 I have already given my view regarding the Svapnavdsava- 
dattd of the Trivandrum series. It cannot be the Svapnavdsavadattd of Bhasa, which 
is still an untraced work. As to the.other book, I am inclined to identify it with the 
Vishnudharmottariya which is so well known in Kashmir and has been published at 
the Venkatesvara Press of Bombay . 6 As the question of its identity is not connected 
with the present paper there is no need of my discussing it here. 

I doubt if due importance has been attached to the evidence of the anthologies 
against the Bhasa theory. Some twelve stanzas are ascribed to Bhasa in these col- 
lections, and it is very remarkable that none of these is to be found in any of the thirteen 
plays which have been attributed to this ancient writer. These anthologies may not 
always be accurate in their ascriptions, but it is not insignificant that not even one 
stanza out of these twelve should be found there, if they were written by Bhasa at all. 
Leaving aside the anthologies, we find that even the verse peya surd , 9 etc., which Soma 
deva in his Ya&astilaka ascribes to Bhasa, does not occur in any of these thirteen na- 
takas. On the other hand, it is found in the Mattavildsaprahasana, as stated above, 
where, apparently, it occurs as a subhdshita . 1 This negative evidence, I think, also 
goes against the Bhasa theory. 

x Dr. Banerji, J. B. A . S . 1921, p. 379. 

*Ind. Ant. 1913, pp. 52-53. 

8 Raja^ekhara’s SUktimuktdvali — 

ervwtsvm vnrac 11 

Prithifirdjavijaya. 

a There is no necessity of Relieving in the transference of tradition, suggested by Mr. D. R> Bhandarkar ir 
Jnd. Ant. 1913, p. 53. 

5 Btihler in his exhaustive article on it (Ind. Ant., VoL xir, pp. 382 if.) has shown that it is an old work which 
was extant about 500 A. D. 

8 See above, page 13, 

7 Dr. Thomas (J. B. A . S, 1922, p. 82) says that one of these verses ascribed to Bhasa was identified by 
Ganapati S&stri in his edition of the MaMavil&scL, which is similar in structure to Bhasa’* works though I have not 
been able to find out that verse. 
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As to tie Pratimamlaka, tie mention of Medhatithi throws a donht on its anti- 
quity. It is said that this Medhatithi was some Vedic rishi, and to support the 
assumption it is stated that mention is made of the Barhaspatyam, but the name 
of Kautilya’s Arthaidstra is not to be seen in this play. I think the futility 
of this point will become clear, if the speech of Havana, where these names occur, is 
carefully analysed. Havana is represented to be a braggart. He forgets the very 
ttstras of which he pretends to be the master, while praising himself. Further, while 
recommending some objects to Hama for the performance of the Sraddha rites he does 
not follow the Dharma-Sastra. Fearing that Rama may find him out, he mixes Up 
the authorities, and to confuse Rama brings in cows, Yardhranas, and “ golden ” deer 
somehow. The existing law books do not support him. The Vishnusmyiti recommends 
a cow for only a partial satisfaction , 1 but the Manusnifiti does not. Vardhranas is a 
cattle not a bird , 2 as recommended for the Sraddha rites. The bird of this name may do 
for a bali-dma* only. What Havana says is not supported by the Rostra he brags to be 
conversant with. The author makes him say so to show how hypocritical he is, and 
brings in Mancha in the form of a deer quite ingeniously to make Rama leave the cot- 
tage and pursue the false deer. The talk of antique £astras is to impress his import- 
ance upon Rama. Kautilya, as a reference to Chapter II of the Arihaiastra will show, 
knew of the arthaGdstms, viz., the Manava, the Barhaspatya and the AuSanasa Ha- 
vana had already talked of the first, so he named the second and omitted the third pur- 
posely to hide his real character, as the School of Ufanas is meant for the Rdkshasas. 
He did not mention Kautilya fox his “crooked policy” as he was a Brahmana of a high 
character ! Besides, there is no reason to assume that all the works he talked of really 
existed. At least, all are not known to us. I doubt it we know of the Nydya-Sdstra 
of Medhatithi, for instance. This argument is further vitiated by the verse — 

sjftt f s*rf?r: i 

which is found in the Hitopadeia. There is no mention here of Kautilya. Does it fol- 
low that the Hitopadeia was written before Kautilya ? Certainly not. I doubt if 
any importance could be attached to argumentum ex silentio or to the mention of more 
ancient names in such cases. As Medhatithi is spoken of in the Pmtmd°, so are the 
iramanas in some of these ndtakas, for instance, in the Pratijina 0 , the Avimdraka or 
the Charudatta. They appear certainly as Buddhist monks, and to explain away 
their mention in these plays by saying that Brahmanic treatises like the Yaikhanasa- 
dharmapra&m 4, also talk of them, cannot hold good, for the latter speak of them as 
ascetics practising penance and not as the followers of Buddha. This and other similar 
arguments, occasionally advanced in support of the Bhasa theory, do not require 
serious consideration and may be passed over. 

Conclusion. — Thus, I think, I have examined here all the main arguments which 
have been brought forward in support of the Bhasa theory and shown how hollow they 

1 J. B. B. LXXX, p. 249. 

3 Kulltika on Manu, III, 271. 

8 See KaUk&pvr&ya quoted in the Sobdalcalpadruma under the word. 

4 Introduction to PraJimd-, p. XXXI. 
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are. They can by no means prove that Bh&sa was the real author of the thirteen 
Trivandrum plays. Arguing like the adherents of the Bhasa theory one can ascribe 
these plays to iSaktibhadra, whose work entitled £ chary a ch u (Lam a n i s as shown above, 

not only exhibits a close resemblance with them, but possesses most of the characteris- 
tics which are believed to be their distinguishing features, besides being a fairly old 
composition. I do not mean to say that they were actually written by Saktibhadra or 
any of the authors of the works with which I have compared them in regard to their 
Prakrit or other points- What X hold and have tried to demonstrate here is that none 
of the arguments, adduced so far whether by the originator of the Bhasa theory 
or by his supporters in India and abroad, will suffice, singly or oellectively, to prove 
that Bhasa, the ancient playwright, was their author. All these arguments are ativy&pta 
or wide of the mark, for they can equally well be applied to other plays, whose authors 
are known without any doubt. Their examination shows that we are still far from hav- 
ing solved the question about Bhasa or the authorship of the Trivandrum plays, which 
must consequently be treated as an open one. The Trivandrum plays cannot be the 
work of Bhasa. We must still hope for some lucky chance that may bring to light the 
real “napzhachaltra* of Bhasa so highly spoken of by writers like Bajasimha, Bana or 
Kalidasa, the imm ortal poet of India. So the Bhasa theory has been a very 
pleasant illusion all this time, and I shall feel amply rewarded if what I have stated 
fin these pages goes to disillusion its adherents, as it has done in my own case. 
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